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The Fra Grounds of the Ex- 
pectation of the MEtsSLAH. 


In TWO LETTERS: 


LEALTIER 4 
To the Author of the Loxpox Jourxar. 


bas been taken of = 
J5 by one of great Acute- 
neſs, to examine into the 
Grounds and Reaſons of 
SRP I Chri//ianity, and to vin- 
dicate what he has faid; 
it may not be improper at this Seaſon to 
entertain your Readers with ſome Conſi- 
derations upon what he has ſuggeſted a- 
bout the Eapec kation of the Jews of a 
Meſſiah to come out of their own Nat ion. 
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He allows, That there was in and a- 
bout the Time of JES us, a very great 
Expectation among the Fews of a Perſon 
| « to come, who was to redeem them by 
„Arms out of the State of Miſery and 
' _ © Slavery under which they groaned. 
The Account that he gives of this Expecta- 
tion, is, „that it has no real Founda- 
„ 7204 in the Old Teſtament, and there- 
fore could only proceed from the Senſe 
« of the Oppreſſions they were under; 
« and the /ame Reaſon, ſays he, holds 
for the Continuance of that Notion.” 
This Solution would have had ſome Air 
of Probability, had this Author been able 
to produce any parallel Inſtance from any 
other Nation whatever. It was not pecu- 
liar to the ZFewz/h Nation to be oppreſſed; 
to be harraſſed by foreign Armies; to be 
ſubject to the Emperors of Rome; to be 
taxed, or to be plunder'd by Soldiers : 
Why therefore, ſhould theſe Hardſhips 
raiſe in the Fews alone ſo, peculiar an 
Expectation? Whence is it that no other 
Kingdom in Europe, in Aſia, or in Africa, 
that was conquered by the Romans, or by 
any one elſe, ever expected ſuch a Deli- 
verer upon ſuch Occaſions? Had no one 
elſe any Senſe of Oppreſſion ? Or what was 
there peculiar in the Fewiſh Oppreſſions, 
peculiar, I fay, to Them, which ſhould 
raiſe theſe Hopes ? Our 
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Our Author himſelf, in the Account he 
gives us of the State of the ExpeQation of 
a Meſſias among the Samaritan Jews, 
readily acknowledges, that “ ove would 
© think they ſhould naturally ſpeak ”' of 
a Meſſias as a Matter of Belief and 
Comfort, * conſidering the poor, the 
afflicted, the miſerable State in which 
theſe People live in Sichem. And yet 
theſe Difficulties never raiſed any Expecta- 
tion of a Temporal Meſſiah in them; nay, 
our Author declares, that to him, © the 
« Samaritans do not appear to have eyer 
been ſo far poſſeſs d with the Notion of 
a Meſſias, as to have taken up Arms un- 
der the Conduct of any one who preten- 
ded to that Character; tho' they have 
upon diverſe Occaſions made Revolts 
and Inſurrections, and even attempted 
to ſet up a King among them; and 
*« tho' by being an oppreſſed People, and 
* living all together in one Territory, 
* they were better qualified to ſet up a 
* Deliverer, or Meſſias, than the diſpers'd 
Nation of the Fews were. How 
comes 1t then to paſs that theſe unhappy, 
oppreſſed Samaritans, ſomuch better qua- 
liſtied than the Jews to ſet up a Deltverer, 
yet have never © been poſſeſs'd fo far with 
the Notion of a Temporal Meſſiah ” as 
to attempt any thing under the Condu& 
of ſuch a Perſon ? This 
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This Author conjectures, that the Sad. 
duces were not fo generally under the Ex- 
pectation of the Mefſias as the Phariſeet 
and Eſſences were. And his Reaſon is, 
* that they pretended to adhere only to 
« the literal Senſe of the Scriptures, and 
© to reject the allegorical and traditional 
« Senſe thereof; upon whzch only the 
« Tews cou'd juſtly ground their Ex. 
« peffations of a carnal or victorious 
« Meſſiah. 

Whatever grounds there may be for this 
Conjecture, the Reaſon here aſſign d can- 
not be true. For the Fews grounded 
their Expectations of a Temporal Deliverer 
upon Paſſages taken according to the mere 
Letter; and by too cloſe adhering to That, 
where they ought to have underſtood 
Places figuratzvely, they fell into their 
Miſtakes. But this is not what I would 
remark. Thoſe Jews who were as utter 
Enemies to Allegorie, to Traditions, to 
Inventions of 5 as any ever were, 
are, and in fact have been, as ſtrict Be- 
lievers of a Meſſiah as any: I mean the 
Caraites, Theſe Men are ſcrupulouſly 
attached to the Letter of the Bible, and 
neyer explain the Scripture by Tradition, 
but only by the Light of Reaſon; by 
which alone they endeavour to underftand 
the Scripture, and to draw natural and ne- 
'ceffary 


(7) 
ceſſary Conſequences from the Law. Theſe - 
Men expe& the Meſſiah as well as the o- 
ther Jews; and therefore what our Au- 
thor imagines, that the Expectation of a 
Me ſſiah aroſe from allegorical and traditi- 
onal Senſes of Scripture, is entirely ground- 
leſs. The Caraztes were fo much Ene- 
mies to Traditions, that they thought the 
Talmud to be nothing elſe but mere Reve- 
ries; and as they oppoſed the other Jews 
in all their groundleſs allegorical Notions, 
whence is it that Theſe Men have found 
out the Notion of a Meſſiab, but in literal 
Prophecies ? 

But what I would principally obſerve 
is, that the Queſtion in Debate is not, whe- 
ther the Fews expected a carnal or victo- 
7:0us Meſſiah, or not? That may make a 
very proper Queſtion betwixt Jews and 
(Wlan, VIZ. under what Circum- 
ſtances, or in what Manner, the Meſſiah 
was to appear. But the Debate at preſent 
is, whether any ſuch Perſon is propheſied 
af in the Old Teſtament at all? That is 
the Point to be ſettled, before we can en- 

uire whether He was to be a Temporal 
ince, or a Spiritual one; it being ridi- 
culous to debate about an Attribute, or 
a Property, if there be no Subſtance, or 
Being, to which ſuch Property can belong. 
And conſequently, tis foreign to the Que. 
ſtion 
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ſtion to tell us what one uninformed Jeu, 
or another, thought or ſaid of him in the 
New Teſtament ; unleſs it be proved that 
every Jeuiſh Opinion, every Notion, 
which there happens to be mentioned, is 
true; and that every one of the Jews 
6 was free from Prejudice, and underſtood 
the Old Teſtament according to its true 
intended Meaning. | 
Again, allowing that the Diſciples, or 
the Apoſtles themſelves, had Expectations, 
3 at firſt, of a Temporal Meſſiah; and al- 
| lowing too, that Zo/2phus had no Ex- 
pectation of a Meſſiah that ſhould ariſe out 
of his Nation; (which laſt can never be 
proved; ) and admitting too what Nabbi 
Hillel ſaid, That there was to be no Meſ- 
ſias in Iſrael, becauſe they had him in the 
Days of Hezekiah : Yet what does all this 
amount to againſt the general Belief, that - 
there was to be a Meſſiah? The Apoſtles 
| might have their Prejudices, which might 
reaſonably be, and in fact were, after- 
wards proved to be groundleſs ones: 
Joſephus, by applying the Oracle he 
{peaks of, whatever that was, to Veſpaſian, 
neceſſarily ſuppoſes that there was ſuch 
an Oracle: And R. Hillel, by ſaying 
that the Fews had the Meſſiah in the Days 
of Hezekiah, ſuppoſes that there was to 
be one: and the Queſtion then would be, 
whether 


9g.) 


whether the Mefiah were Jeſfis of Na- 
zareth, or Hezekiah, or any one elſe. 
Theſe Things therefore being diſcarded 
as foreign to the preſent Purpoſe; and it 
appearing that the Senſe of the Oppreſſions 
which the Jeu lay under, was not ſuffi- 
cient Foundation for the Expectation 
which the Jeu had of a Meſhah; we 
muſt ſearch for the Notion in Antiquis 
Sacerdotum Libris, where Tacitus tells 
us, it was thought to be contained, 2. e. in 
the Old Teſtament. There we find great 
Promiſes made by God to virtuous 
People; plain Predictions of future Times; 
Prophecies of a Time when al Nations 
ſhall be gathered unto God; when He 
would /ef up @ Kingdom that ſhould ne- 
ver be deſtroyed; when the Fews ſhould 
return to their own Land, and a// that ſee 
them ſhall acknowledge them, that they 
are the Seed which the Lord hath bleſſed. 
Theſe and many other Prophecies are re- 
preſented as to be accompliſhed by Means 
of ſome One particular 22 ig” was 
to reign and proſper, and execute fudg- 
ment . Jae upon Earth ; hoe 
Name was to be call'd The Lord our 
Righteouſneſs; who was to have Domi- 
ion, and Glory, and a Kingdom, that all 
People, Nations, and Languages ſhould 
ſerve him : His Dominion is an everla- 
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ſtiug Dominion, which ſhall not paſs 
away; and his Kingdom that which ſhall 
not be deſtroyed. 

When therefore An Enquiry is made 
into the Grounds of the Chriſtian Belief, 
no more ſeems to be meant but this: Have 
the Authors of the Old Teſtament prophe- 
fied of ſome One Perſon to whom God has 

. promiſed a Kingdom and Dominion; and 
by whom God deſigned to bring about 
ſuch and ſuch great Events in the World? 
If there be ſuch Prophecies, of ſuch a 
particular Perſon, this is what the Jews 
mean by their Meſſiah; whom indeed they 
ſtill expect; and this is what we Chriſtians 
mean when we ſay, that Jeſs is The 
Chriſt : He is that Perſon by whom God 

will accompliſh what was ſpoken in the 
Prophets. 

I cannot therefore but conclude, in di- 
rect Contradiction to what this acute and 
learned Author aſſerts, vg. That the Ex- 
pectation of a Meſſiah had a real Founda- 
tion in the Old Teſtament, and did mot, 
could not, proceed from the Senſe of the 
Oppreſſions which the Fews lay under. 


. I am, 
SIR, 
Tours, c. 
PHILALETHES: 


(1T) 
LETTER H 


S 1 R; 

Have carefully conſidered the Anſwer 
you have been pleaſed to give to the 
Letter which I publiſhed in the London 
Journal, on Saturday, April 1i, 1727. 
I know not whether I have a Right to ſay, 
that the Author of The Scheme of Literal 
Prophecy conſider d, and the Author of 
the Letter to Dr. Rogers, and of the Au- 
ſiver to the Letter in the London Jour- 
nal, is the ſame Perſon. The Style, the 
Way of Writing, the peculiar Method of 
of quoting Authors, and the incidental 
unguarded ſpeaking of your /eff as the Au- 
thor of the Scheme, ſeem to point out fo 
plainly the /ame Hand, that I think IT can't 
be miſtaken. If you are the ſame Perſon, 
it will not be improper to introduce what 
I have to ſay upon this Occaſion, with the 
Conſideration of a Paſſage in the Scheme 
of Literal Prophecy conſider d. If you 
are not the ſame, I beg your Pardon for 
troubling you with a Paſſage in which you 
are not concerned. 

It is in the Scheme of Literal Prophecy 
aſſerted, that thoſe againſt whom the 
Biſhop writes, 2. e. the Dejſts, © are not 
concerned to name the Perſons intended 
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4 by the Prophets; nor to fir d out Mean. 


12 


« zngs for the Prophets, and to make thoſe 


„Meanings to be fulfilled, or elſe to ac- 


« knowledgethem to relate toa Meſſiah,” 


P. 110. Again, Pp. 112. The Biſhop's 
Cc Adverſaries may 2 excuſed from 


being obliged to aſſign Meanings For 
« the Prophets, as well as from yielding to 
« the Meanings aſigned by others.” And 
again, p. 124. They are not obliged to 
« ſhow how any Prophecy in the Old Te- 


„ ſtament was ever fulfilled.” Now, 


The Deſign of the preſent Controverſy 
Is to name © a Per ſon intended by the Pro- 
« phets, to © find out the Meaning of 
* the Prophets, ” and to urge what they 
have faid in ſuch a Manner, that Adver- 


ſaries may yield to the Meaning aſſigu d 


% O, Others,“ if they are not able to aſſign 
better Reaſons againſt yielding, than can 
be produced for it. When a Queſtion is 
ſtarted, whether there be any Prophecies of 
a Meſſi ah; and Prophecics are produced 
out of the Old Teſtament ; and tis ſhewn 
that ſuch a Paſſage was deſign'd as a Pro- 
hecy of the Meſſiah, and that it agrees to 
eſu of Nazareth ---- Is it reaſonable for 
an Adverſary to fay ---- That he conceives 
himſelf © juſtly excuſed from yielding to 

c the Meaning of the Prophet aſſign d, 
unleſs he is able to gn another, and a 
better 
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better Meaning ? Tis ſaid, That Deiſts 
may be © juſtly excuſed from being obli- 
> A to aſſign Meanings for the Pro- 

E phets.” Surely they are to act by theſe as 
they do by all other Books. If a Place be 
obſcure, or unintelligible, in the Prophets, 
I agree that That ought not to be made the 
Subject and Foundation of the preſent, or 
of any, Controverſy. But then I think that 

a Meaning may be aſſigned to Their Wri- 
tings, as well as to other Mens: That 
where the Context, the Terms made uſe 
of, the Connection is intelligible; there 'tis 
but equitable to demand of the Deiſts that 
they eld to what is aſlign'd as the Mean- 

ing; juſt as it is reaſonable to require 
aſſent to an Interpretation of a Paſſage of 
Virgil or Cicero, where the Words and 
natural Conſtruction ſhew what it was that 
the Author intended; unleſs they can 
ſhew that the Meaning aſſign'd is not the 
Meaning of the Author. 

For my Part, I cannot but ſuppoſe it 
poſſible, that a Prophecy may be given by 
God; and likewiſe that a Per ſon may a- 
riſe, or an Event may happen, that may 
exactly agree to, and may be intended by, 
that Prophecy. When a Diſpute is on 
foot, Whether there be any Prophecies of | 
the Meſſiah? Whether there is any Foun- | 
dation for RIPE that ſuch a Perſon as | 

the 
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the Meſſiah “ ever literally accompliſhed 
any Prophecy? If any one will con- 
cern himſelf ſo far as to intermeddle in 
theſe Diſputes, I think he is concern'd ei- 
ther to © yield tothe Meanings of the Pro- 
phets aſſign'd by others, or to ſhew 
that ſuch Meanings are not intended in the 
Prophets. 'The Expreſſion indeed made 
uſe of by the Author of The Scheme: of 
Literal Prophecy con ſider d, viz. That 
He is not “ concern'd to find out Mean- 
„ ings For the Prophets, would make 
one ſuſpect that he look d upon the Pro- 
phecies of the Old Teſtament to be no 
better than the Reveries of Enthuſiaſtic 
Madmen, which had really 20 Meaning 
at all; and then indeed I own he is “ not 
*« obliged to aſſign Meanings For the 
« Prophets, or to yield to the Meanings 
*« aſſign'd by Others. But then the State 
of the Queſtion is entirely chang'd; and 
the Diſpute ſhould not be, Whether Je is 
is the Meſſiah, foretold by the Prophets in 
the Old Teſtament ? But, Whether there 
be any real Prophecies at all in the Old 
Teſtament? or were the Prophets any thing 
elſe but mere Maamen ? and whether what 
they ſaid had any Meaning at all? 

But I will not charge you, SIR, with 
this Notion ; I proceed immediately to 
the Debate betwixt us. 

Job- 
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I obſerved that the Author of the 
Scheme, Sc. had aſſerted and maintained 
this Poſition, That the ExpeQtation of a 
Meſſiah © has no real Foundation in the 
« Old Teſtament; and therefore could 
« oNLy proceed from the Senſe of the 
* Oppre ſons they (the Jews) were un- 
« der; and the ſame Reaſon, ſays he, 
holds for the Continuance of that No- 
tion. Upon this I denied that the 
Solution here produced had the Air of 
Probability; and intimated that the Au- 
thor was not able to produce a parallel In- 
ſtance in any other Nation whateyer, who 
expected a Meſſiah from the Senſe of their 

Sufferings. | 
The Anſwer you give is, © That no- 
thing is more eaſy than to give numerous 
Examples in almoſt all Countries — of 
« People oppreſſed, who naturally caſt a- 
bout for Ways of Relief, giving into the 
« Notion of a Deliverer, according to 
their Occaſions for ſuch a one; whom 
© they ſometimes expect from Heaven, 
as well as from among Men: for 
* ENTHUSIASM, which is frequently 
« raiſed by and joyn'd to Diſtreſs, helps 
forward the Perſwaſion among Men, 
that they ſhall have a Deliverer. 
Do not you ſee, S IR, That the Poſition, 
which I faid would not account for the 
? Notion 
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Notion, is, that © the Expectation of 2 
« Meſſiah could oNnLy proceed from a 
« Senſe of Oppreſſions : ” And you, to 
prove that That ALONE wou'd account 
for it, now tell us that it proceeds from 
ENTHUSIASM fend to Diſtreſs; i. e. 
That proceeds from Diſtreſs, and ſome- 
thing elſe, which proceeds oNLy from 
Diſtreſs. | 
But you name an Inſtance as parallel to 
that of the Jews. © The Huguenots, 
ho were expelled France, ſoon fell 
into the Expectation, that they ſhould 
be reſtored and reſettled in their native 
Country; and ſome of them pitched on 
« the Prince of Orange for their De- 
% liverer, whom they then thought they 
„ ſaw clearly mark'd out to them in the 
Bible. The Difference of the Caſes 
ſeems to me ſo clear, that I can't but 
wonder you ſhould mention the Inftance 
of theſe Huguenots as parallel to that of 
the Fews. The one is the Caſe of Perſons 
at Home, in their own Country, not un- 
der any eminent or remarkable Diſtreſs, 
untverſally, or at leaft, generally expect- 
ing a Redeemer; The other, of Perſons 
bitterly perſecuted, droye from Home, 
naked, and in the utmoſt Want, turning 
their Eyes upon a Perſon, who was look'd 
upon, as haying Common Principtes of 
Religion, 
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Religion, and a known Enmity to the 
King ; of France, and in point of common 
Politicks, was likely to take upon himſelf 
their Defence: And if any were ſo fooliſh 
as to look into the Bible for Marks of 
the Prince of Orange, they were very few 
it was not done generally, much Icts | 
verſally. And what is principally to 
be obſerved 1s, that now the Perſon from 
whom they expected immediate Delive- 
rance is dead, they do not continue to 
look out for Another, as the Jeu ſtill do, 
and have done conſtantly, even where 
they are, or have been, no more oppreſſed 
than the French Refugees are now. 
You go on, and tell us, that “ the 
« Tews were an Enthuſiaſtic People, 
thinking themſelves Favourites of Hea- 
ven. — They have not only the common 
« Cauſe of other Men to ſet up the Ex- 
« peftation of a Deliverer, but to be 
« more ſtrongly poſſeſſed with it than o- 
thers; and as continuing under the 
greateſt Oppreſſions, to continue under 
that Expec tation And accordingly, 
from the Time that they got into their 
* Heads their moſt extravagant, un- 
* $rounded, and chimerical Notion of a 
* Deliyerer, they have been more agreed 
and fixed in that Expectation, (for they 


vere not unanimous in that E W 
C 40 * till 
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till many Centurzes after Feſus) under 
numerous and great Diſappointments, 
and the utmoſt Hardſhips and Sufferings, 
for acting in purſuance of their Ex 
tions of a Deliverer. Of whom it is to 
be obſerved, that they have often 
* changed their Ideas in reſpect to his 
«+ Birth, Family, Country, and Time of 
his Appearance, --- and have been ſted- 


_ © faſt in no Part of his Character, but 


« that of a Warrior, who is to lead them 
to Jeruſalem, and ſet up a Fewiſh 
Kingdom, and Worſhip in a new 
+ Temple, which he is to build. 


To all this IT reply, 
Firſt, That this is no Anſwer to any 
thing in my Letter: It concerns Enthu- 


fiaſm joined to a Senſe of Oppreſſions, of 


which it was impoſſible that I. ſhould 
ſpeak, becauſe the Author whom I was 
refuting, had not ſpoke a Word about this 
Matter. But however, this New Hypo- 
theſis will not account for the Difficulty. 
For, 

Secondly, duppoline that where Eu. 
chuſiaſin and Oppreſſions meet, there the 

ects you mention i follow; yet you 
are to prove, what you all along take for 


granted, and what I do deny, vig. that 


the 7ews at our Sayiour's Time (when 
you 
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you allow this Expectation to have been) 
ated upon theſe Principles; or that Eu- 
thuſiaſm join d to their Diſtreſſes was the 
Cauſe of their Expectation at that Time. 
For if their Prophets did really ſpeak of 
ſome one particular Perſon, who was to 
deliver the eus, and to ſet up a King- 
dom among them, then what you call Eu- 
thuſiaſm, will be ſtrictly rational. 
Thirdly, It is not yet proved, nor I 
think can be proved, that, at the Time 
you fix for the beginning of the Notion of 
a Meſſiah, the Fews were under ſuch 
great Oppreſſions, ſuch mighty Hardſhips 
and Sufferings. Jeruſalem indeed had 
been taken by Pompey about ſixty three 
or ſixty four Years before Zeſis was born; 
but ſtill the Jeu were under no particu- 
lar Oppreſſions. Joſephus mentions ſe- 
veral Decrees made in Fayour of the whole 
Jewiſh Nation, not only thoſe Jews 
who lived at Alexandria, but in Judea. 
Ce ſars Letters are extant, wherein the 
Jews are diſcharged from Publick Pay- 
ments; and they are admitted to be Friendi 
to the Romans. Marc. Antony treated 
them as his dear Friends and Allies ; and 
ordered them Satisfaction for the Miſchief 
they had ſuffered under C. Caſſius. Herod 
was in high Favour with Auguſtus and 
Antony: And Auguſtuss Decrees in their 
C 2 


Favour 
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Favour are recorded by their own Hiſto- 


rian. They had paid no Tributes, no 
Taxes to Rome, when the Notion of a 
Meſſiah, according to your own Account 
of it, was firſt ſtarted; and they were 
govern'd by their own Princes, and by 
their own Laws. So that a Senſe of Op. 
preſſion could not be the Cauſe of this Ex- 


. pettation at firſt, ſince the Expectation 


was general at Jeſur's Birth, when no 
great Hardſhips had been put upon that 
Nation; and conſequently, this Effect is 
not owing to the Cauſe you aſſign. 

But put the Caſe that the Jews were 
an oppreſſed People, at the Time when 
you ſay this Notion of a Meſſiah began, 
and add that they were as much poſſeſſed 
with the Notion as you pleaſe; yet it is 
no where to be parallel'd in any Hiſtory, 
that Enthuſiaſm joynd with Diſtreſs 
has worked in this one particular Way 
upon People for ſeventeen or erghteen 
hundred Years together, and conſtantly 


made them expect their Deliverer. Will 


neither Eaſè nor Plenty alter the Circum- 
ſtance in the leaſt? Will no Appearances 
of Perſons who have aſſumed the Characters 
of the Meſſiah cure them? No Diſap- 
pointment make them relinquiſh a Notion 
which has no better Foundation than the - 
Fewiſh Expectation, according to your 

| Solution, 
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Solution, has? This is ſuch a Phænome- 
non, that I might juſtly ask, as I ask again, 
What is there ſo peculiar in the Jewiſh 
Oppreſſions which ſhould raiſe ſuch in- 
curable Hopes, which neither freedom 
from Oppreſſions, nor very frequent Fai- 
lures in thoſe who have pretended to be 
their Meſſiah, can ever root out? 

Fourthly, You ſay, that the Jews 
« were not unanimous in the Expectation 
« [of a Meſſiah] till many Centuries after 
« TZeſus.” This is aſſerted by you, but 
not proved; nor do I think that you can 

rove it. It was not indeed made an Ar- 
ticle of their Creed, © till many Centuries 
« after Jeſus : But notwithſtanding 
that, R. Albo, who denied it to be a Fun- 
damental Article, yet believed it to be a 
true one; and his Expreſſion was, He that 
denied the Meſſiah was guilty of but a lit- 
tle Breach of the Law. If you are able to 
cite an Inſtance of One who ſaid the Me/- 
ſiah was already come, viz. in Hezekiah's 
Days, yet that will not prove that the 
Zews were not as unanimous then, as at 
any other Time: 2. e. there were always, 
and always will be, ſome particular Per- 
ſons, who for one Reaſon or other will be 
ſingular in their Notions. As no one ever 
intended to plead for ſo ab/o/ute and ſtrict 


an Unanimity as to comprehend every par- 
ticular 
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ticular Few, without the Exception of 
any One; when you ſay, they were not 
unanimous in their Expectation till many 
Centuries after Jeſus, you might as tru- 
ly have faid, that they are not now, that 
they never were, nor never will be Ana- 
nimous. But this would be too much 
playing upon the Word "Unanimous. 

Laſtly, Tis nothing to the Purpoſe to 
ſay, that the © eus have often changed 
their Ideas in reſpect to the Meſfiah's 
* Birth, Family and Country.” For ad- 
mitting this to be true, yet they have al- 
ways agreed in this, to expect their Me/- 
ſiab. Thoſe Jews expect him, who live 
in England and Holland, free from any 
Hardſhips or Oppreſſions, as well as thoſe, 
and as much as thoſe, who live in Spain and 
Portugal, under the Horrors of the Inqui- 
ſition. And if they have changed their 
Ideas in reſpect to ſome Circumſtances, 
yet ſtill nothing makes them change their 
Expectation of that Perſon of whom their 
Prophets have ſpoken. 

You proceed thus in your Anſwer. 
* Yonattack the Solution, | viz. that the 
Expectation of a Meſſiah ariſes from the 
Senſe of Oppreſſions|] © from the Cafe of 
the Samaritans; but in ſuch a Manner, 
that I do not pretend to underftand 
« you.” Fil endeayour to explain my 
Meaning, The 
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The Author of the Scheme, &c. gives 
the © State of the Expectation of a Meſ- 
« fas among the Samaritans ” in this 
manner. In Je ſus's time it ſhould ſeem 
« that they generally expected a Meſſiab: 
That no mention is made of any Notion or 
Expectation of © any Meſſias in the 
Samaritan Chronicon ; which reaches 
down (ſays that Author) to the 62875 
of 7eſus : | This is a Miſtake, for it does 
not reach down ſo far by above 400 Years: 
But this by the by.] That in Anſwer to 
the Letter wrote by Scaliger to them, They 
only ſay, Perijſti de Meſſia. Quod eſt 
nomen eus apud nos, niſi Haſeheab? Et 
« guis hoc iutelligit niſi Dominus? That 
they never were ſo far poſſeſſed with the 
Notion of a Meſſiah, as to take up Arms 
« under the Conduct of any one who pre- 
& tended to that Character: That they 
were an oppreſſed People, and living al- 
together in one Territory, they were 
better qualified to ſet up a Meſſias, 
than the 4z/pers'd Nation of the Fews 
were. 

This, Sm, is the Account of the State of 
the Expectation of the Meſſiah amongſt the 
Famaritans: And your Solution of that 
ExpeQation among the Jews being, that 
it could ariſe only from the Senſe of their 
Oppreſſions, I reaſon'd thus, The a. 


maritans 
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maritans were an oppreſſed People as well 
as the Fews: The fame Cauſes will natu- 
rally produce the ſame Effects; and conſe. 
quently Senſe of Oppreſſion would operate 
upon the Samaritans in the fame manner 
as it did upon the Jews. The Samari- 
tans had made upon divers Occaſions, 
Revolts and Inſurrections, and even at. 
tempted to ſet up a King among them. 
The Jews have made many Revolte like- 
wiſe. How comes it then to paſs that the 
Samaritans, the oppreſſed Samaritans, III 
add now, the Enthuſrtaſtic diſtreſſed Sama- 
ritans, ſo much better qualified than the 
Jews o ſet up a Deliverer, have never 
&« acted in purſuance of their Expectations 
« of a Deliverer, as the Jews have? 
How 1s it that the People that are con- 
feſſed to have the ſame Principles, and 
better Opportunities to put them into 
Practice, yet never have attempted any 
thing under the Conduct of ſuch a Perſon ? 
Your Anſwer is. Certainly they might 
. expect a Meſſiah, and yet not rife up 
in Arms under the Conduct of a Me/- | 
fab. This is certainly a good Anſwer [| 
| upon the Suppoſition of their founding 
| their Expectation upon other Grounds : | 
But if their ExpeQation ariſes only from | 
the Senſe of Oppreſſion, or from Enthu- 
la ſin join'd to Diſtreſs, tis — 
that 
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that it ſhould never operate upon them 
under all their © Revolts, Inſurrections, 
and Attempts to ſet up a King,” as it 
has worked upon other People who have 
had the /ame Motion, i. e. the ſame Cauſe ; 
that in Seventeen Hundred Years a Cauſe 
ſhould never once produce its natural Ef- 
fect; that if their conſtant Expectation 
was of a Deliverer near at hand, as you 
call it, that no one ſhould aſſume the 
Character of their Meſſiah in ſo long a 
time. I add, that, allowing Euthu ſia ſin 
joined to Diſtreſs to be a very active Prin- 
ciple, and ſuppoſing it will make Men ex- 
pect a Deliverer near at hand; yet it is 
not to be concetv'd, that for ſo many Years 
together it ſhould continue to operate upon 
any Nation. The Augnenots might be 
perſuaded that the Prince of Orange would 
be their preſent Deliverer; yet does the 
Expectation /{z// continue of another Delt- 
yerer, who ſhould do what the Prince of 
Orange did not ? The ſtrongeſt Enthuſiaſm 
is not more wild and extravagant, than 
ſuch a Solution ſeems to me to be. 

You proceed next to examine this Aſ- 
tertion of mine, viz. That the Expecta- 
tion f 4 Temporal Deliverer was ground- 
ed upon Paſſages in the Old Teſtament 
taken according to the mere Letter, 


and that by too cloſe adhering to the 
: D mere 
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mere Letter they fell into their Mi- 
ſtakes. Your Anſwer to this is in theſe 
Words. 


cc 
cc 
cc 


« You offer no Proof of this Fact, nor 
can you produce any Proof thereof : 
For it does not appear, that the Jews 
had any ſuch Expectation for ſeveral 
Centuries after the Books of the Old 
Teſtament were publiſhed ; or that 
they made any falſe Interpretations 
of the Old Teſtament; or miſtook it 
about that Matter. If they did, be 
pleaſed to produce thoſe miſtaken In- 
terpretations, as Proofs of your Aſſer- 
tion. 

« Beſides, I do not ſee what reaſon 
you have for aſſigning the Hypotheſis 
of interpreting the Bible according to 
the mere Letter, without regard to the 
Senſe of Places, as the ground of the 
Jeus Expettation. I deny—that the 
Jews went antiently on that Scheme. 
—— Would it not be abſurd to make 
the Jews to have argued originally 
for a Meſſiah, and to have uſed all 
thoſe ridiculous Interpretations they 
have done ſince the ExpeQation of a 
Meſſiah became fixed and rooted a- 
mong them, unleſs you cou'd actually 


fix ſuch Interpretations originally upon 
them?“ 
In 
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In reply to this I muſt obſerve, 
Firſt, That the Jews in our Saviour's 

Time plainly expected a Meſſiah; and 

they founded their Expectation upon the 

Books of the Old Teſtament. The Vir- 

in Mary ſays, Luke i. 54, 55. He hath 
pen his Servant Iſrael in remembrance 
of his Mercy, as he ſpake to our Fathers, 


to Abraham, and to his Seed for ever. 


Zacharias ſays, v. 69, Sc. God has 
raiſed up an Horn of Salvation in the 
Houſe of his Servant David: As he 
ſpoke by the Mouth of his holy Prophets, 
which have been ſince the World began : 
to perform the Mercy promis'd to our 


Fathers, and to remember hig holy Cove- 
nant : the Oath which he ſwore to our 


Father Abraham that he uon d grant 
unto us, When our Saviour was born, 
the chief Prieſts and Phariſees from a 
Text of the Old Teſtament told Herod 
where the Chriſt was to be born, namely 
in Bethlehem of Judah; for thus it is 
written by the Prophet, And thou Bethle- 
hem of Judah art not the leaſt among 
the Prances 4 Judah; for out of thee 


ſhall come. a Governor that ſhall rule my 


People. You muſt own, that theſe Peo- 
ple founded their Expectation of a Meſ- 
ſiah, (whether right or wrong is not the 
Queſtion at preſent) upon the Old Teſta- 
ment. 1 Se- 
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Secondly, It is agreed by both of us, 
that the Jeu expected that their Me ſſiah 
would be a Temporal Prince; one that 
was to redeem them by Arms from that 
ſtate of Subjection under which they were. 
This too they founded upon the Old Teſta- 
ment, as appears very clearly from what 
Zacharias ſays concerning Jeſus, that he 
was the Perſon ſpoken of by the Prophets, 
who ſhould /ave Iſrael from their Enc- 
mies, and from the Hand of all that hated 
them, Luke i. 71. | 

Thirdly, You have fixed the begin- 
ning of this Expectation “ about our Sa- 
* viour's Time: and it has been juſt 
now ſhewn, that the Jews at that Time 
grounded 1t upon the Old Teſtament. 
The Jews therefore argued Original 
for a Meſſiah from Paſſages in the Old 
Teſtament, ſuppoſing your own Account 
of the Origin of this Expectation to be 
true. When therefore you argue, that 
one ought to produce Inſtances how the 
* Jews argued originally for a Meſſiah :” 
and obſerve, that © Men, when once 
* polleſs'd with a Notion, may think 
they ſee it every where, and find it 
cout in Places that give not the leaſt 
Colour for it; but they do not natu- 
rally fall into ſo much Abſurdity at the 
„ firſt broaching a falſe Notion.” —— 
When 
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When you reaſon thus, you ſeem to for- 
get that their Interpretations are as old as 
the Origin of the Expectation of a Tem- 
poral Meſſiah, and are Evidences how 
the Jews argued originally for a Meſſiah, 
according to _ your own Hypotheſis. But, 

Fourthly, I ſaid that the Jews ground- 
ed their Expettation of a Temporal De- 
liverer upon Paſſages taken according to 
the mere Letter. Your Anſwer is, that 1 
can't produce any Proof thereof.” The 
reaſon of your Aſſertion is, FOR it 
does not appear that the Jews had any 
« ſuch Expectation for ſeveral Centuries 
« after the Books of the Old Teſtament 
« were publiſhed.” 

The contrary to this appears to be 
true; for the Prophet Malachi lived but 
400 Years, or thereabouts, before Chriſt: 
and inftantly after Chriſt's Time this Ex- 
pectation is called an Old and con- 
ſtantly received Opinion among the Jews. 
VETUS & conſtans Opinio, are the 
Words of Suetonius.) Now if it were 
an OLD Opinion juſt after Chriſt's 
Death, and there were but 400 Years 
from Malachi to Jeſus, how did “ fe- 
« veral Centuries” pals after the Books 
of the Old Teſtament were publiſhed be- 
fore this Expectation began? However, 
ſuppoſing what you ſay to be true, tis 
no 
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no Argument againſt what I had affirmed : 
For let the Jews have had the Expecta- 
tion of a [Temporal Deliverer, when the 
Books of the Old Teſtament were firſt 
publiſhed; or let it be many Centuries 
after; tis all one in reſpect to what I ſaid, 
vis. That they founded their Expecta- 
tion upon the Letter of the Old Teſta- 
ment. I have proved, that at the time 
fixed by your ſelf for the Origin of their 
Expectation, they argued from Paſlages 
of the Old Teſtament: and to you that 
ought to be ſufficient. You go on thus, 
It does not appear that the Jews made 
* any falſe Interpretations of the Old 
4 Teſtament, or miſtook it about that 
« matter.” If they argued originali) 
from 1t, as has been ſhewn according to 
your own Scheme, and did ot miſtake 
the Old Teſtament as you ſay, then you 
muſt allow their Interpretations to be true; 
and their Expectations to be founded upon 
true Interpretations of the Old Teſtament, 
and not to have aroſe from the Sen/e of 
their Oppreſſions. 

Laſtly, Whereas you ſay, you do not 
ſee any reaſon © for aſſigning the Hypo- 
« theſis of interpreting the Bible accord- 
ing to the mere Letter, without regard 
« to the Senſe of Places, as the Ground 


of the Fews Expectation.“ I anſwer. 
The 
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The Jews expected a Temporal Deltve- 
rer; and this was grounded upon the Old 
Teſtament. The Prophets had declared 
from God, that David (many Years af- 
ter David, the Son of Feſſe, was dead) 
ſhould be their Prince for ever, Ezek. 
xxxvii. 35. This, and ſuch other Places, 
was underſtood of a Temporal Kingdom, 
and a Temporal Meſſiah, as implying, 
that God would, literally, give unto him 
the Throne f his Father David, and 
he ſhould reign over the Houſe of Ja- 
cob for ever, and of his Kingdom there 
ſhould be no End, Luke i. 32, 33. They 
argued rightly, and underſtood the Pro- 
phet right, that the Meſſiah was to reign 
for ever. But then they imagined, that 
becauſe he was to rezgn for Ever, there- 
fore he was never to die. And this was 
the reaſon that the Jeu anſwered our 
Saviour when he talked of his Death; 
We have heard out of the Law, that 
Chriſt abideth for Ever: How ſayeſt thou, 
The Son of Man muſt be lift up ? John 
x11. 34. They took the Words of the 
Prophets in the firſt and obvious Senſe, 
without regard to the real and true 
Senſe intended by Him that inſpired the 
Prophets, and without conſidering how 
God would make the Meſſiah reign for 
Ever, and yet die. This naturally led 
| them 
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them into the very Miſiate which they 
were guilty of. And hende it was that 
the Diſciples of our Lord ask, Lord, wilt 
thou at this time reſtore again the King- 
dom to Iſrael? As i. 6. imagining that 
the Meſſiah's Kingdom was to be ſuch a 
Kingdom as David's was: and that Je- 
ſus was then to continue with them. 
You ſee, SIR, an Inſtance of one of 
the “ miſtaken Interpretations ”” of the 
Jeu, and that founded on what I call 
the mere Letter. Becauſe David, i. c. 
their Meſſiah ſo called, was to reign for 
ever, therefore they imagined that their 
Meſſiah was never to die, but was to 
abide for ever: He was to abide with 
them, as they thought, and reign over them 
as David did ; but with this difference, that 
the Meſſiah was to continue for ever with 
them, whereas David reigned but 40 Years. 
However, imagine that J was miſtaken 
in what I took to be the ground of the 
Jeus Expectation: It was a mere Iuci- 
dent; and what I did not inſiſt upon, nor 
does it affect the Queſtion in Debate. The 
Author of the Scheme, &c. had laid it 
down, that the Allegorical and Tradi- 
tional Senſe of Scripture “ was the only 
one, upon which the Fews could juſtly 
« ground their Expettations of a carnal 
or victorious Meſſiah,” In anſwer to this 


x 


(23) 


juſt obſerved, that the Jews by adhering 


too cloſe to the Letter fell into their 
Miſtakes. However, that was not what 
T intended as an Anſwer; but this: That 
the Caraztes, who were utter Enemies to 
all Allegorical and Traditional Senſes of 
Scripture, expect the Meſſiah, as well 
as other Fews: From whence the Infe- 
rence is very clear, That theſe Men found 
out the Notion of a Meſſiah, not in al- 
legorical, myſtical Interpretations, but in 
Literal Prophecies. | 
To this you anſwer, © That this will 
« not in the leaſt ſerve my purpoſe, to 
„prove that any Jews anciently found- 
« ed their ExpeQation of a Meſſiah on 
« the mere Letter of the Bible; or that 
« the Caraztes, who ſeem a very modern 
« Separation from the Jetuc, did ſo.” 
Ho the Jews ancently ated in this 
Affair has been already ſhewn. That 
the Caraites are not a modern Separation 
from the Jews, as you aſſert, take theſe 
Authorities. Wolfus, in his Preface to 
his Notitia Karæorum, p. 7. tells us, 
that Carai ſin was in being many Years 
before the Birth of Chriſt. And p. 8. 
that the Scribes in the New Teſtament, 
were chiefly Caraites : That Orobio (the 
Jew that had the famous Controyerſy 
with Limborch) * 22 to ſay, that 
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our Saviour himſelf was a Caraite, as 
(a) Trigland tells us. Monſieur Baſnage 
ſays, (5) That the Origin of the Ca- 
raites is older than that of the Sadduces. 
Again, (6b) We find the true Origin of 
the Caraites, who began to appear under 
this Prince, Ptolomy Philometor: And 
then he explains ſeveral Paſſages of the 
New Teſtament, as relating to them. Sca- 
liger thought them older than the Sad- 
duces: Karaim priores tempore ſunt 

uam Sadduceri. I acknowledge that 

Simon places them no higher than the 
Eighth Century. But then he does this 
only from the Authority of the Rabbini- 
cal Jews, who are as bitter Enemies and 
as groſs Abuſers of the Caraztes as ever 
lived. (c) If one conſiders, ſays he, 
the Hiſtories which have been wrote by 
the Rabbins, one ſhall find, that thoſe 
who have ſpoke moſt exattly, have 
not put the Origin of Caraiſm higher 
than the Eighth Century. But then 


(a) Diatribe de Sea Caræorum, p. 215. or p. 66. 

) Hiſtoire des Fuifs, Li. 2. c. 8. 

(b) Nous trouvons 1 la veritable origine des Caraites, 
qui commencerent a paroitre ſous ce Prince, Prolomee 

hilometor. Baſnage Hiſt. des Puifs. lib. 2. c 9. ; 

(e) Si Fon fait Reflexion ſur les Hiſtoires qui ont etc 
ecrites par les Rabbins, on trouvera, que r ui ont 
parlè le plus exactement, n ont rapporte l origine du Ca- 
raiſme ꝗᷓ au viii, Siecle, Hiſt. Crit. du Vieur Teſt. J. I. 
c. 29. 


Trig. 
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Trigland, in his Diatribe De Setta 
Caræorum, has defended Scaliger againſt 
Father Simon and Morinus, and has pro- 
ved his Point beyond all Diſpute. And 
Molſius, who has Republiſned Trigland, 
has maintained the ſame Notion. Dr. Mor- 
ton (4) has proved, that the Caraites 
are as old as the Maccabees; and inſiſts, 
that the Scribe that is (e) mentioned, 
Matt. xxii. 34. was a Carazte. I refer 
the curious Reade to Trigland's Diſſerta- 
tion upon this Subject, who inquired more 
into, and certainly underſtood better, the 
Hiſtory and Notions of the Caraites, than 
any other Perſon whatever. See alſo H/ol- 
fins's Notitia Kareorum. 

This may ſuffice to ſhew, how ground- 

leſs your Aſſertion is, that the Caraztes 
are a modern Separation from the Jews. 
I ſhall next conſider the Reaſons you 
have aſſigned, why the Caraites did not 
found their Expectation of the Meſſiab 
upon the Letter of the Law. 
Your firſt is, that I © quote no Ca- 
4 raite Books (which are all Modern, 
« and withal ſo few, that the Fews ſpeak 
« of the Caraites as Dumb Dogs, who 
“ have publiſhed no Books) to ſhew their 
« Method of interpreting the Bible, in 


(4) Not tons Miſcellaneous Diſcourſes, Vol. I. p. $1, 89. 
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ſoe ver the Match mi che prove. (b) 
will not continue together in the ſame 


n 


« relation to the Matter of the Meſſiah : 
« without producing which, you ſay, I 
« have no Right to conclude, they did 
" proceed in interpreting the Bible ac- 
& cording to the mere Letter, and to have 
« been ſcrupulouſly attached to that.” 

I own I quoted no Caraztihh Book; 
and the reaſon was, that I thought their 
Method of interpreting Scripture fo well 
known, that it was perfectly unneceſſary, 


However, I will ſupply that Defect as 


ſoon as I have obſerved, 1. That the A- 
buſes, and ill Names that the Rabbini- 
cal Jews caſt upon theſe People, are not 
to be regarded: They hate them to ſuch 
a Degree, that they will never (@) in- 
termarry with them, how advanta 3 

hey 


Place: Nay, the Rabbins carry — 
Averſion ſo far, as very rarely to admit 
any Caraite as (0 a Proſelyte; and have 
a Proverb among them, 7 hat a Caraite 
ought to become a Mahometan, or a Chri- 
ſtian, before he can be receiv'd amon 
the Rabbinical Jews. If therefore the 
Rabbins call theſe Men Dumb Dogs, or 
uſe eyen worſe Expreſſions concerning 
Mc. La Republique des Heb. 1ib. 3, c. 8. Baſnage Hift, 
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them, 


C37") 

them, yet when one Sect profeſſes ſuch 
open Hatred to another, what they fay is 
not to be regarded, unleſs we have very 
good collateral Evidence. 2. When you 
ſay that THE Jews ſpeak of the Caraites 
as Dumb Dogs, you ſhould have faid that 
oxE Jet, viz. Rabbi Abraham Ben Dior, 
ſpeaks of them in that manner ; for his 
Words do not imply that That is the com- 
mon Appellation of them among the Rabbi- 
nical Fews. His Words are (4) The Here- 
ticks, i. e. Caraites, never did any good to 
Iſrael, nor have they publiſhed any Book 
to confirm the Law, nor any Word of 
Wiſdom, no not oxE Song, nor any one 
Leſſon of Comfort : but they are all 
Dumb Dogs, they cannot bark. Which 
are ſo many Lies told of theſe People; 
for they have wrote ſeveral Books of ſe- 
veral ſorts, as is fully ſhown by Yolfns, 
and others. | | 
Jo ſhew you now upon what Grounds 

I faid that heſe Men are ſcrupulouſly 
attached to the Letter of the Bible, and 
neuer explain the Scripture by Tradi- 
tion, but only by the Light of Reaſon, by 
which alone they endeavour to underſtand 


(4) Heretici, [Caraitz] nihil * boni Iſraeli præ- 
ſtiterunt, nec librum ediderunt ullum ad Legem confir- 
mandum, aut verbum Sapientiæ, etiam ne Canticum u- 
num, vel Solatium unum; ſed omnes ipſi Canes Muti, 
non poſſunt latrare. Wolfius Præf. ad Notitiam Caræo- 


rum, 9 4. p 
the 


— 
the Scripture, I will cite ſeveral Au- 
thors who were well acquainted with their 
Books. Dr. Cudworth ſays, (e) that 
they reject all Talmudical Traditions 
which are not grounded on Scripture, 
Again, They have rejected the fond Tra- 
ditions of the Phariſees. Father Simon 
ſays, that the Caraztes (F) by their very 

Name pretended that they had truer and 
| better Sentiment of Religion than the 
other | Jews | whom they accuſed to have 
= in a fort abandoned the Word of God, 
| to follow the Gloſſes of the Rabbins, 
| And again, (g) they examine with Care 
the Text of Scripture. They always bring 
into their Aid their Reaſon, which Judges 
if the Conſequences which they draw 
from Scripture follow neceſſarily and di- 
realy; and if what is called Tradition 
be really ſuch; and whether it has ever 
been interrupted. Monſieur Baſnage ex- 
| preſles it thus, They are ſcrupulouſly at- 
| tached to the Text of the Scripture (a ). 


(e) Cnadeworth on the Lord's Supper, p. 41. ibid. p. 64. 

| { f) Pretendirent fair voir par la, qu'ils avoient des Sen- 

| timents de la Religion plus epures que les autres, qu'ils 

| accuſerent d' avoir en quelque facon abandonnee la Pa- 

role de Dieu pour ſuivre les Gloſſes des Docteurs. Hiſt, 

| Critique du Vieux Teſtam. p. 160. 

() Il; examinent avec application le Texte de I' Ecri- 
ture: — ils font toujours venir au ſecours leur Raiſon, qui 
juge f les conſequences qu'on tire de PEcriture ſuivent 
neceſſairemenr & immediatement, & ſi ce qu'on nomme 
Tradition eſt tel en effet, & sil na jamais ere interrompu. 
Did. pag. 163. 

(a) Ils font ſcrupuleuſement attachez au Texte de I'F- 
cruure. Hiſto. Juifs. J. 2. c. 8. 


(39) 

And again, (6) They do not explain the 
Scripture by Tradition, but only by the 
Light of Reaſon, which ſerves them to 
underftand the Words of Scripture, and 
to draw natural and neceſſary Conſe- 
quences from the Law. As clear and 
as ſtrong as theſe Teſtimonies are, that 
you may not pretend that T quote no 
Caraite Book in order to ſhew their way 
of interpreting the Bible, I'll give you 
one Quotation from a Caraitiſh Author. 
(e) The Caraztes have explain'd the 
Law according to its literal, ſimple, and 
true Senſe, which doth not contraditt 
ſound Reaſon. : 

From theſe and many ſuch Authorities, I 
concluded that the Caraztes rejected all 
Allegorical and Traditional Senſes of 
Scriptures. Now if, as you ſay, Allego- 
rical and Traditional Senſes of Scripture 
are the Only ones on which the Jews 
cou'd ground the Expectation of a Meſ- 
ſiah, I think I may fairly ask, How came 
theſe Caraztes by their Notion of a Me 


(3) Ils n'expliquent point I'Ecriture par la Tradition, 
mais ſeulement par la lumiere de la Raiſon, qui leur ſert 
a entendre les paroles de I'Ecriture, & a tirer de la Loi 
les conſequences naturelles & neceſſaires. Bid 

(e) Illi [Carzi]- explicarunt Legem ſecundum ſenſum 
literalem fimplicem ac verum qui cum ſana ratione non 

gnet. Wolfius Notitia Carzorum, p. 72. See alſe Trig- 
and's Difſertation, where many uotations to this purpoſe 


are made, 
ab? 


. 


fab? Whence cou'd they have it but 


(40) 


from Literal Interpretations of Prophe- 
cies? If they had it not from thence, be 
pleaſed to aſſign ſome other Source of this 
Expectation, conſiſtent with their avowed 
Principles. | 

Your Second Reaſon to prove me mi- 
ſtaken about the Caraites is this, The 
« Caraites can't be faid to be great Ene- 
« mies to the Invention of Men, when 
ce they pretend to ground the ExpeQation 
« of a Temporal Meſſiah, which is a mere 
« Invention of Men, on the Scripture. 
« And I wonder how you can ask, whence 
« the Caraztes have found out the Notion 
« of a Meſſiah but in literal Prophe- 
« cies? And how you can ſpeak of them 
« as Men interpreting the Scripture by the 
« Light of Reaſon, when even you muſt 
6“ allow, that there is no Foundation for 
their Meſſiah in the literal Prophe- 
« cles, that is, in the Prophecies under- 
« ſtood in their primary Senſe, in the 


„ Senſe intended by the Prophets; and 


« when the Hypotheſis of the mere Let- 
&« ter is, according to you, a falſe Hy po- 
« theſis for interpreting the Bible, as lead- 


ing the Jews into their miſtaken Belief 


« of a temporal Meſſiah ?”? 
How far the Caraztes are © Enemies 
to the Inyentions of Men, is plain 


from this, that they haye their Name 
BE from 
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from hence, becauſe (a) rejecting 'Tradi- 
tions they tenaciouſly adhere to the vrit- 
ten Law alone. But notwithſtanding that 
ayowed Enmity, it does not follow but 
that the Caraztes may be miſtaken as 
well as other Men. However, the In- 
ſtance of the Caraztes is ſtrong againſt 
you, becauſe you ſaid, that he Allegori- 
cal and traditional Senſe of Scripture 
uc that, upon which only the Jews cou'd 
juſtly ground their Expectations of à car- 
nal or victorious Meſſiah; whereas theſe 
Men expected a Meſſiah, who yet reject- 
ed all allegorical and traditional Senſes 
of Scriptures. | | 
You wonder how I car © ſpeak of 
* them as Men interpreting the Scripture. 
« by the Light of Reaſon, when I muſt ) 
* allow that there is no Foundation“ (you 
mean, I ſuppoſe no juſt and real Foun- 
dation) “ for their Meſſiah in the literal 
* Prophecies, z. e. in the Prophecies under- 
* ſtood in their primary Senſe; in the 
* Senſe intended by the Prophets.” I 
am ſo far from not allowing what you 
(a) Rejedtis traditionibus murogmapg Nr, ſoli legi 
ſcri ptæ tenaciter adhereſcunt. Trigland Diatribe, c. 2. 


Karzi Talmudicam traditionum farraginem—non ad- 
mittunt, in ſolo ſacro Codice acquieſcentes. Wolfins Pref. 
6 


2. 6. | 
Karzos in exponenda Scriptura, relictis fabulis, ſenſum 
bteralem, & ex Fiſceribus contextus deducendum Kela 


bid. 5. 5. | | 
7. 3 F ſay, 
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ſay, I muſt not allow; that on the con- 
trary, I do allow that © there is Founda- 
c“ tion (ſuch as it is) for their Meſſiah” 
in the literal Prophecies; nay, I fay 
that by too cloſe adbering to the Letter 
all their Miſtakes are 2 The Senſe 
intended by God that inſpired the Pro- 
phets, is certainly the real Senſe of the 
Prophecies : the /zteral Senſe, which I am 


here ſpeaking of, is that which the mere 


Letter holds forth, and may in many 
caſes be a fal/e one, as not being the real 
Senſe intended by God. Literal Pro- 


phecies are oppoſed to Prophecies inter- 


preted myſtzcally throughout the preſent 


Debate: and conſequently the Caraztes, 
who reje& all yſtical Interpretations, 
muſt ground their Expectations on Lite- 
ral Prophecies. But then the Literal 
Senſe is either proper, or 2mproper : 
The improper Senſe, is what the Words 
themſelyes in their common Acceptation 
ſignify, tho' the Speaker does not intend 
that Signification. The proper or real 
Literal Senſe is that which the Author 
zntends, whether he uſes Words in their 
common Signification, or whether he uſes 
figurative Expreſſions. The Jews there- 


fore grounded their Expectation upon Li- 


teral Prophecies, in Oppoſition to My- 
ſlical: and at the ſame time miſtook the 
Im pro. 
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Improper, for the Proper, Literal Senſe. 
The Hypotheſis therefore as you call it 
of the mere Letter, or the Improper li- 
teral Senſe, is a falſe Hypotheſis for inter- 
preting the Bible; and yet ftill to purſue 
the Proper literal Senſe, or the Senſe in- 
tended by the Author, is what is right, 
and what affords ſufficient grounds to ex- 
pect the Meſſiah. 

Your Third Reaſon is introduced with 
ſeveral Miſtakes. You fay © John Lewis 
« Frey, Profeſſor of Baſil, made ſome 
« Extrats from a Comment made by a 
« Caraite Author on the Pentateuch, 
« which Extracts are extant in Ma- 
« nuſcript in the Library of the Fathers 
« of the Oratory at Paris.“ The Com. 
ment it ſelf from whence the Extracts are 
taken is indeed in that Library; but Frey's 
Extract were publiſhed by himſelf to 
the World, and never were in that Library 
you mention. 

You go on, From which Extracts, 
« which were communicated to Wolſus 
Hof Hamburgh by the Favour of Father 
Le Long ofthe Oratory, he, i. e. Mol- 
« fius, gives an Account of the Method 
« which the Carazte Author pretends to 
Auſe in his Interpretation of Scripture.” 

Thoſe ExtratFs, as I ſaid, were pub. 
lifh/d by Frey: Le Long never © com- 

F 2 « UNE 


| 
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« municated them to Wolfius.” But he. 
ing Library Keeper admitted Profeflor 
Frey to the Books. But this by the by. 
From theſe Extract from the Book 
entitled Mubchar, or the Election, you 
tell us that the Caraztes really do uſe and 
pay © a Regard to Allegories and Tradi- 
tions, tho' they pay a leſs Regard 
than the Other Jews.” os 
My Anſwer to this is in the Words of 
Baſnage, who mentioning an ObjeQion 
from the Caraztes uſing the Points of the 
Maforeths, which are founded on Tradi- 
tions, ſays, (a) Tis to play with the Term 
Tradition, to prove that the Caraites 
make uſe of it, becauſe they make uſe 
of Pointe. And again, (%) They acknow- 
tedge but Two Lights to conduct them- 
ſelues in Religion: The one is the Lamp 
of Scripture; the other that of the Un- 
derſtanding: They never explain Scrip- 
ture by Tradition, Sc. If you'll take a 
Carazite's Word for this, take it as tis cited 
by Trigland in Wolfius's Edition, p. 285. 
in the other Edition, p. 153. (c) and with 
| that 
(a) Ceſt de joiier du Term de Tradition, que de prouver 


aux Caraites qu ils sen ſervent, 49g qu'ils ont adopte les 
pou 4 Baſnage Hiſt. des Fuifs. I. 2. c. 8. 
1 
(c) Laudabilis interpretandi Scripturas apud eos lex ob- 
tinet, ut Rationem quidem adhibeant, tanquam ſcrutinii 
inſtrumentum Ipſas vero literas Sanctas, & dictata Pro- 
5 | 9 | phetarum 


TH) 

that take likewiſe Tr:ig/and's Opinion. His 
Words are, They have a commendable 
Rule of interpreting Scripture :. They uſe 
Reaſon as the Inſtrument in their Search- 
es, but the Scriptures and the Declara- 
tions of the Prophets as their Touchſtone 
aud ſole Foundation. The Carazte is 
R. Eliahu in Adderet, who ſays, (d) 
Every Interpretation, whoſe Truth 2s 
found out by Reaſoning and Deduction, F 
it agrees with the Words of the Pro- 
phets, we /ay of it that our Enquiry 1s 
true, becauſe the Concluſion agrees to 
Truth. The Light of the Law and the 
Light of the Underſtanding, are, as it 
were, Two Lights in our Hands. 

The Caraite whom Trigland wrote to, 
and whom HYolfus has publiſhed, tells us 
how far they admit Traditions. Where, 
ſays he, there is a per fecit Ca (e) 
there 


phetarum ut lapidem Lydium & unicum fundamentum. 
" Triglandii Diatribe. 

(4) Omnis Expoſitio cujus veritas eruitur ope ratiocinii 
ex uno aliud inferentis, fi cum Dictis Prophetiz conſpi rat 
de ea dicemus, noſtrum Scrutinium eſt verum Scrutinium, 
22 ejus coneluſio conſentit veritati. Suntq; velut 

uæ Lampades in duabus manibus noſtris Lucerna Legis 
noſtræ, & Lucerna intelle&us noſtri. 1bid. 

(e) Conſtat traditionem omnem eandem in ore omnium 
Traditionariorum eſſe debere, ita ut omnes eam profitean- 
tur. Quæ res fi ita haberet, nos quoq; in illa inniteremur, & 
recumberemus, ſicut acquieſcimus in traditione noſtra quæ 
a doQoribus noſtris p m. vocatur onus hereditate acceptum, 
& docttina continua ſerie ad nos deducta. Wolfius's Notitia 

EKaræ e 
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there they receive them; and they rejet 
the Rabbinical Traditions, becauſe one ſays 
one thing, another, another. Whereas 
were they unanimous, we al/o would ac- 
quieſce and rely upon them, as we acqui- 
eſce in our Tradition, which is called by 
our Teachers, an hereditary Burden, and 
a Doctrine uninterruptedly derived to us. 

I leave the Reader now to judge, whe- 
ther ſince the Caraites expect the Meſſiah, 
there muſt not be another Ground for that 
Expectation, beſides the Allegorical and 
Traditional Senſe of Scripture; which, 
according to you, is the oxLy Ground of 
ſuch a Notion. 

But before T have done with this Matter, 
I muſt take Notice of your Concluſion a- 
bout theſe People. They have a Notion 
about the Delay of the Coming of the 
Meſſiah, which you refuſe to determine 
whether they founded it upon Reaſon or 


on Scripture. They ſay, as you tell us, 
* the 


Karæorum, p. 69, 70. V. Walfius's Note upon this Place. 
It is the ſame with Vincentiuss Rule, Quod ſemper, quod ubi- 
que, quod ab omnibus. Baſnage at large ſhews, that as Pro- 
teſtants cannot be ſaid to admit Tradition, becauſe they explain 
a Paſſage as St Jerom has explained it, or becauſe A eel 
at the Lord's Prayer, tho" Jeſus Chriſt has not commanded it; 
ſo the Caraites are not to be charged with admitting Tyadition, 
becauſe they receive the Points invented by the Maſoreths. The 
Caraites do Two things, 1. Ils rejettent les Dogmes impor- 
tans, qu'on a adjoutez a la Loi, qui eſt ſuffiſante pour le 
Salut. 2. Ils ne veulent pas qu'on egale les Traditions 
indifferentes a Ia loi. Hiſtoir. des Fuifs. I. 2. c. 8. 


4. 
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« the coming of the Meſſiah is delayed be- 
< cauſe of the flow Motion of Saturn, 
« which 1s the Star of the Sabbath, and of 
s the Fewſh People.“ Not to take Notice 
of leſs Inaccuracies; who are the People that 
ſay this? The Reader is to {uppoſe that 
the Caraztes ſay this. But your Author 
ſays, that (F) in their Opinion who are 
Aſtrologers, the Reaſon of this Delay is 
owing to the Cauſe aſſign d. It was eaſy 
therefore for you to have determined, 
whether the Caraztes founded this Notion 
on Scripture, or Reaſon, ſince, 1/, it is 
not the Notion of the Caraites; nor 24ly, 
is it pretended to be founded on either 
Scripture or Reaſon, but merely on A- 
ſtrology. I fear I have ſaid too much on 
this Topick, I Ne therefore to your 
Anſwer. 
You tell me that 1“ have two Para- 
« graphs concerning what is the Queſtion 
in Debate, which I ſay is not, whether 
« the Jews expected a carnal Meſſiah, Or 
« not, — but whether any ſuch Perſon be 
propheſied of in the Old Teſtament at 
all?” I ownlI think the Queſtion is, Whe- 
ther any ſuch Perſon as the Meſſiah is pro- 
pheſied 


(f) Ex ſententia eorum qui A logie (not Aftronomie 
as Trigland has render'd it) 2 — 5 ſi moretur Meſkas 


ea de cauſa eſt quod Stella Sabbati eſt Stella Iſraelis. Tvig!. 
Diatribe. p. 160. - Wolfins, p. 291. 
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pheſied of at all? And this is firſt to be 
determined before we can enquire whether 
his Dominion be Temporal or Spiritual, 
or both. Your Anſwer is, © That you do 
« not underſtand this: That “the Term, 
« Meſſiah, not being defined by me, has 
« no Meaning.“ 

At the ſame time, tho' you do not n- 


derſtand me, yet you are ſatisfied, that 


« cannot clearly ſtate any Queſtion 
«© which can be reſolved from the /zteral 
« Senſe of the Old Teſtament, ſo as to ſerve 


« my Purpoſe.” And that by my Me- 


& thod, the Matter to be proved, or the 
Thing ſignified by the Term, Meſſiah, 
« will hereby be reduced to nothing.” If I 


ask, why? the Anſwer is, that I have“ ex- 


« cluded you from making him a Temporal 
« or Spiritual Perſon; from © making 
« him to ariſe out of the Jeuiſh Nation; 
and that I © have excluded all Conſideration 
« of Time out of his Character. 


I much miſtake, if I have not ſpoke ex- 
plicitly to the Things which are to be con- 


{ider'd, by ſaying what I did at large in the 
two laſt Paragraphs of my former Letter, 
which I will re-conſider preſently. How- 
ever, what take to be the Meaning of the 
Term, Meſſiah, is, One particular Perſon, 
that was foretold by God, to whom he 
deſign d to give a Kingdom, which ſhould 

never 


Le= we 
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never be deſiroy d. A great many parti- 
cular Events were to be brought about 
by this Perſon, during his Dominion and 
Kingdom, for which the Prophets are to be 
conſulted; but I do not name them for this 
plain Reaſon, that till it be determined, 
whether there be any Perſon propheſied of, 
to whom a Dominion and Kingdom is to be 
given, which is all that the Word, Meſſiah 
means, it can ſignify nothing to talk about 
what other things he is to do. And for this 
Reaſon, I faid, © we muſt ſearch for the No- 
tion of a Meſſiah, in Antiquis Sacer- 
&« dotum Libris, where Tacitus tells us, 
it was thought to be contained, z. e. in 
| © the Old Teſtament.” And I will here 
add, that the Notion of the Me//ah, or of 
one, who ſhould obtain the Dominion 
over all, was deem'd in Veſpaſiau's time, 
i. e. about 36 Years after the Death of 
Chriſt, to have been vetus & conſtans 
opinio, an ancient and conſtantly received 
Opinion; whereas you would have it © 
be no older than Chriſt's time; with what 
conſiſtency do you judge. 25 
The plain Queſtion therefore is, Has 
God, in the Prophets, any where ſpoken 
of a particular Kingdom which he would 
ere&t, which ſhould never be deſtroyed ; 
and of a particular Perſon, whoſe Pom. 
nion was to be an everlaſting . 4 
* G 
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If he has done this, then the natural En- 
quiry is, who is That Pei ſon? And what 
is That Kingdom ? Is this to © make the 
Matter to be proved, or the Thing ſigni- 
« fied by the Term, Meſſiah, nothing. 
You tell us, that according to Tacitus, 
we muſt ſearch the Old Teſtament for a 
Prophecy about Veſpaſian and Titus for 
« that is the Prophecy Tacitus ſpeaks of, 
« who believed in Zoſephus, or fuch Jews 
« who denied there was to be a Meſſiah 
* to ari/e out of their Nation, and only 
thought there was a Prophecy in their 
* Books relating to Veſpaſian and Titus. 
But what Authority have you to ſay 
that Tacitus believed in Joſephus, or ſuch 
Jeu, who denied that there was to be a 
a Meſſiah to ariſe out of their Nation ? 
Does he ſay 10? Does any one elſe? No. 
Tacitus indeed tells ſome Circumſtances of 
the Taking of Jeruſalem, agreeable to 
what 7o/ephus has related about them. But, 
ſuppoſing them to be true, ſurely Tacitus 
might relate them as well as Zoſephus. 
2. Why muſt “ we ſearch for a Prophecy 
« about Veſpaſian and Titus. Tacitus, 
it ſeems, ſpeaks of a Prophecy which he ap- 
plies, as others had done, to Veſpaſian and 
Titus: i. e. He ſpeaks of ſome Paſſage, 
ſaid to be in the Old Teſtament, which 
was thought to belong to them. But as 


11 


you have expreſs d your ſelf, one would 
be apt to think that one ought to look for 
an expreſs Paſſage, where Titus and Veſe 
paſian are named by Name in the Old 
Teſtament : Which neither Tacitus, nor no 
one elſe ever imagined. 

You ſay, that I © mention ſuch Paſſages, 
« or rather refer to, and cite a Parcel of 
« Phraſes, and tack em together, which 
« when conſider'd, will be ſo far from 
« ſhowing any Notion contained therein, 
« to ſerve my Purpoſe, that the very Con- 


text every where will ſhow me ſome- 


, 


« thing ſubverſive of it. I anſwer, 
What here you call a © Parcel of 
© Phraſes,” are direct diſtinct Propoſi- 
tions, all affirming ſome plain full Truths: 
and conſequently they are ſuch as, if falſe, 


B may be confuted; nay you your ſelf at- 


tempt to confute them, which is evidence 
that you think them to be Propoſetions. 
For who eyer went about to confute a 
Phraſe, unleſs the Diſpute be about Pro- 
priety of Terms; which you your ſelf ne- 
yer inſinuate to be the Caſe here. 


My Words are, We find Prophecies 


« of a time when all Nations ſhall be ga- 
* thered unto God; when he would ſet 
© up a Kingdom that ſhould never be de- 
* ſiroyed; when the Jews ſhould return 
to their own Land, and all that ice 


WS -- « them 
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them ſhall acknowledge them, that they 

&« are the Seed which the Lord hath bleſ- 
« fed. Theſe and many other Prophecies 
are repreſented as to be accompliſhed 
«* by means of ſome one particular Perſon, 
« who was to reign and proſper, and ex- 
« ecute Judgment and Juſtice upon Earth, 
« whoſe Name was to be called the Lord | 
our Righteouſneſs: who was 70 have 
« Dominion and Glory, and a Kingdom, 

« that all People, Nations, and Langua- 
« ges ſhould ſerve him.” Sc. 

Your Anſwer to the firſt of theſe Prophe- 
cies is, I BELIEVE the Terms, all N. 
25 tons, in the Places where they are to 
« be found, never ſignifie the whole. 
« World; nor the Terms gathering unto 
« God, mean any thing but the gathering 
« unto God's Houſe to worſhip, or to ſce 
« the Jews worſhip at Jeruſalem; which 

gathering is viſibly to be accompliſhed 
« 1n a ſhort time after the ſuppoſed Pre- 
& dition. ” 

The Contexts which you ſay are ſubver- 
ſive to my Purpoſes, are not by you pro- 
duced; but all that you ſay to the firſt 
Prophecy produced is, I BELIEVE the 
Terms, all Nations, never ſignifie all the 
World. Now if they never do ſignifie ſo, 
then it only follows that a// the Mord is 
not to be gathered unto God; which makes 

nothing 
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nothing againſt the Point in Hand. As to 
the other, Gathering to God, I deſire you 
to produce any one Inſtance in the Old 
Teſtament, where it ſignifies meeting to 
« fee the Jeu worſhip at Jeruſalem; or 
to prove that ſuch Places were fulfilled ſo 
viſibly ſoon after the Prediction. 

2. You ask © How does a Prophecy, that 
God would ſet up a Kingdom that 
« ſhould never be deſtroyed, ſerve your 
« Purpoſe, when it does not appear to be 
« a Zewiſh Kingdom, nor a remote King- 
« dom?” TI anſwer, Whether it be a 
a Jewiſh Kingdom, or not, is not the 
Point in Debate. It was to be Kingdom. 
That it was to be a remote Kingdom, is 
plain from the time when it was to begin. 
and that it © took place before the Fews 
« Expectation of a Meſſiah can be proved 
„to have begun,” is what is gratis ſaid 
by you, and is falſe in fact, and therefore 
can never be proved. You enquire, 

3. How does a Prophecy, that when 
the Jews ſhall return to their own 
« Land, all that ſee them ſhall acknow- 
edge them, that they are the Seed 
* which the Lord hath bleſſed, appear 
© to refer to Times remote from the Times 
“ when that Prophecy was ſuppoſed to be 
delivered.“ I anfwer, Read the Con- 
text, and let any Perſon judge whether 

what 
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what is there ſaid can be forced to a Time 
near the Times 2 the Prophets lived. 

T/aiah, Ixi. v. 4, Sc. 
Lou ask Pg * How does it appear, 
that theſe Prophecies before recited are 
* to be accompliſhed by /ome one parti. 
« cular Perſon, when ſometimes no par- 
« ticular Perſon is mentioned, and when 
« one and the ſame Perſon cannot he. 
proved to be meant to be the Agent in 
« all thoſe Places, where ſome particular 
Agent is mentioned; and when ſome— 
times that Agent is one Perſon, ſome- 
times another.” I anſwer, That the 
Kingdom foretold is to belong to Ore Per- 
ſon and but One, whoſe Dominion is an 
everlaſting Dominion which ſhall not 
paſs away, and HIS Kingdom, that 
which ſhall not be deſtroyed. Where- 
ever the Circumſtances of Things do point 
out the Times wherein they are to happen; 
and one Perſon is the Supream Lord and 
Governor in thoſe Times; and no one elle 
is ever mentioned; and the Things to be 
be done are agreeable to his Character; 
from hence *tis reaſonable to infer, that 
that one Perſon 1s the Agent referr'd to. 
You go on thus, © How does that Perſon 
appear to be the Perſon, who in Jere- 
«© mah is to execute Judgment and Ju- 
« ftice on the Earth, who thro' Miſtake 
you 


i. ai 


« you fay 1s called the Lord our Righte- 
ouſneſs? Tanſwer, That the Prophet is 
ſpeaking of a Time when the Jews ſhall 
be reſtored to their Land, when they 

all fear no more, nor be diſmay d, nei- 
ther ſhall they be lacking, faith the Lord. 
Behold the Days come, ſaith the Lord, 
that I will raiſe unto Dayid a righteous 
Branch, and a King ſhall reign and pro- 
ſper, and ſhall execute Judgment and 
Juſtice in the Earth. In his Days Ju- 
dah ſhall be ſaved, and Ifrael ſhall 
dwell ſafely, and this is his Name, 
whereby he ſhall be called, the Lord our 
Kighteouſneſs. This was never true of 
the Times of the Return from Babylon, 
and therefore does not belong to thoſe 
Times: and 'tis exactly ſuitable to the 
whole Tenor of what the Prophets ſay 
in relation to thoſe Times, when the Jews 
ſhall be in Poſſeſſion of their own Land 
under the Meſſiah. 

But as to this particular Prophecy of 
Jeremiah, you tell me, I am miſtaken 
1n faying that that Perſon ſhall be called 
the Lord our Righteouſneſs; and fay, 
* that that Name, which is but twice | 
* uſed in Jeremiah, is in one place the 

Name of 1/ael, and in the other, the 
Name of the City of Jeruſalem, of 
.* which it is ſaid, ſhe ſhall be called, the 

- Lord 
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4 Lord our Righteouſneſs.” In both 
which Aſſertions IT think the Miſtake on 
your ſide. For in the 23d Chapter tis 
not {/rael that is to be call'd, the Lord 
our „ el but the King of whom 
he is ſpeaking, who is to reign, when I 
raet ſhall fear no more : And the Con- 
ſtruction is, Thi is his Name by which 
Judah and Iſrael ſhall call him, not I/ 
raet be call'd. In the 33d Chapter, v. 
15, 16. the Prophet ſays, In thoſe Days, 
and at that Time will 1 cauſe the Branch 
of Righteouſneſs % grow up unto David, 
and he ſhall execute Fudgment and Righ- 
teouſneſs in the Land. In thoſe Days 
ſhall Judah be ſaved. and Jeruſalem 
ſhall dwell ſafely; and he that ſhall call 
her [is] the Lord our Righteouſneſs; which 
is the literal Tranſlation of the Place. Je- 
ruſalem therefore is not call'd by that 
Name, as you aſſert, nor {/7ae} neither. 
When you add, © that the Context 
« ſets forth that that Perſon who is to 
« execute Judgment, is to reign in Judah 
<« after the Jews return from the Babylo- 
« niſh Captivity, and ſeems to mean, as 
« Grotims ſays, Lerobabel.” If you can 
prove That, why do you cite Grotius, 
whoſe Authority you will not take when 
He is againſt you; and you know 'tis Ar- 
gument, not Authority, that I both urge 
| and 
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and require. However, to ſhew you that 
it is not Zarobabel, He never was King 
of the Jews; in his time neither Juda, nor 
Iſrael, nor Jeruſalem, dwelt ſafely; nor 
are any of the Characters agreeable to him, 
or his Times; and therefore the Prophet 
ſpeaks of a time when their Circumſtances 
will agree to ſome other Perſon, at what- 
ever Diſtance of Time, whether few or 
many Years from the Times of the Prophet. 
All that you fay in your next Para- 
graph concerning my uſing Phraſes, is 
to me perfectly unintelligible. I have 
cited Propoſitions from the Prophets, and 
I propoſe them to your Conſideration in 
what TI think is their real Meaning, as 
the Inſpirer of the Prophets intended 
them. Whether I, or your ſelf, have 
pleaded for, or proceed“ in, a Myſtical 
« or Surenhuſian Method,” I am con- 
tent to leave to the Reader: the Paſſages I 
referr'd to in the Propoſitions I cited from 
the Prophets, you know very well, and you 
have accordingly given the Anſwer, which, 
I ſuppoſe, you judge to be the ſtrongeſt; 
and you need not have © confined me to 
«© the Citations I made Uſe of in my Let- 
« ter;” for as I did not deſign t& recede 
from them, unleſs you cou'd have ſhewn 
that T had miſtaken their Meaning; ſo 
you may eaſily perceive that, in my 
Letter, I con'd not deſign any other 
H thing 
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thing, than juſt to hint, that I thought 
you had ſtrangely involved the Queſtion, 
and juſt to point out to my Reader what 
I thought was right. 

As to your laſt Queſtion, © How does 
it appear that all the Paſſages above, 
* which you ſay I muſt allow do not 
prove the Jews Hypotheſis of a Tem- 
« poral Meſſiah, were the Foundation of 
© the Zews Notion? ”” I anſwer; What- 
ever Paſſages were the Foundations of 

the Jewiſh Notion of a TEMPORAL 
Meſſiah, the Paſſages I have produced 
were /#ficzent Foundations for Them, or 
for any one elſe to expect the Meſſiah, or 
that Perſon to whom Dominion (whether 
that Dominion be Temporal or Spiritual) 
is promiſed, and who is foretold, or pro- 
pheſied of, in the Old Teſtament. Ac- 
cordingly I obſerved that the true En- 
quiry was, HYhether the Authors of the 
Old Teſtament have propheſied of ſome 
One Perſon, to whom God has promiſed 
a Kingdom and Dominion, and by whom 
God deſigned to bring about ſuch and 
ſuch great Events in the World? If 
there be ſuch Prophecies, this Perſon is 
what is meant by the Term, Meſſiabh, and 
we Chriſtians ſay that Jeſus of Nazareth 
is that Perſon. 

« This Account, you ſay, 3s too genes 
< rat, and ſeryes no Purpoſe without 

ſome 
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« ſome more particular Explication of 
« what I fay. I muſt name the E- 
« yents deſign'd to be brought about 


<« and that, by ſetting down preciſely the 


„Events. I muſt alſo define what I 
mean by Dominion and a Kingdom.” 
As to Kingdom, I mean what I think 
the Prophets mean, the Regal Power and 
Authority of One over many; and by 
Dominion, I mean the Power of enjoin- 
ing Laws, and inflicting Penalties, or grant- 
ing Rewards, according as Subjects obey 
or difobey Commands. And here I will 
add, that our Saviour has properly Domi- 


nion and a Kingdom. He reigns over his 


Subjects Supreme above all Kings, nay 
Kings themſelves own him for their Lord 
and Maſter. His Laws are ſuperior to 
all others, and have a prior Obedience 
paid them. If any Laws in any Chri- 
ſtian Country are contrary to Chriſt's 
Laws, the Subje&s of Chriſt refuſe Obe- 
dience to them, and will ſooner part with 
Life itſelf, than pay Obedience to them. 
The Sanctions of his Laws have the greateſt 
weight above all Sanctions of human 
Laws. What is Dominion, and what is a 
Kingdom if this is not? | 

As to naming more particular Events, 
which you require, I muſt ſay it is no- 
thing to the purpoſe, unleſs you are ready 


to admit the Prophecies of a peculiar 
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Kingdom and Dominion, promiſed to a 
particular Perſon who was to ariſe remote 
from the Times of the Prophets; and then 
it will be time enough to proceed upon 
them. But if you do not allow thus much, 
what's the Uſe of naming more Particu- 
lars? | 
When therefore you ſay, © ſuppoſe 
«© a Chriſtian would prove the Truth of 
4 Chriſtianity to a Deiſt, and as the firſt 
« Article of the Chriſtian Faith would 
prove to him the Truth of Jeſus be- 
ing the Meſſiah, promiſed in the Old 
& Teſtament; muſt not the Chriſtian de- 
& clare to the Deiſt the full Notion of the 
« Meſſiah, ſo as to make it ſquare to Je- 
% ſas alone”? When you ask this, you 
ought to tell us what you expect under 
the full Notion of the Meſſiah. For if 
you mean every particular Action that 
the Meſſiah has done, or zs to do, it may 
be very hard to do this, and 'tis altoge- 
ther unneceſſary. In the preſent Enquiry 
tis ſufficient to ſhew, that 7eſus was the 
Perſon to whom God has given the Do- 
minion which he for-told that he would 
give. But then to give the full Notion 
of the Meſſiah, you muſt take in not only 
what is foretold concerning Him in the 
Old Teſtament, but likewiſe what was 
afterwards revealed in the New? E. g. 
God will Judge the World by the Me. 

| ſial, 
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lab, or by Jeſus, is a plain Truth re- 
yeal'd in the Goſpel, and will enter into 
the full Notion of the Meſſiah, as it is 
diſcovered to us by Feſus: and yet this 
can't be prov'd to be a Part of the Meſſah's 
Office from the Old Teſtament. What 
therefore is to be proved from the Old 
Teſtament, is to be kept diſtin from 
what the New Teſtament has added; and 
yet for any one to give the “ ful No- 

tion of the Meſſiah, what is ſaid in 
Both Teſtaments muſt be conſidered. 

The Argument for the Truth of Chri- 
ſtianity is a complex Argument; and ne- 
ceſſarily takes in a great deal more than 
Prophecy to make it full. To convince 
a Deiſt, I apprehend that the Method is 
this; firſt to ſhow that God did delign in 
his Wiſdom, to ſend a particular Perſon 
into the World, to whom He had pro- 
miſed a Kingdom and Dominion. This 1 
conceive, at leaſt I think thus for my ſelf, 
the Foundation of the Expectation of a 
Meſſiah. Je ſus of Nazareth, when he 
came into the World, declared himſelf to 
be That Perſon, the King of that King- 
dom, which God deſigned to erect. But 
then our Saviour's /ay:ng that he was The 
Chriſt, 6 Xp, would be nothing, un- 
leſs he proved himſelf to be what He 
pretended. Here therefore the Yorks of 


our Lord come in, as a ſecond Part of 
| the 
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the Argument, whereby he proved him. 
ſelf to be what he declared himſelf. And 
when theſe in all their Parts are fully con- 
ſidered, let the candid and impartial Lo- 
ver of Truth judge, whether there be 
not Eyidence ſufficient to make' a Man 
BELIEVE, (for this 1s the true ſcriptural 
Notion of Faith) that Jeſus zs the Chrift 
the Son of God, John xx. 31. Prophecy 
muſt always make a Part of the Argu- 
mentation; becauſe the Words, The Me/- 
ah, neceſſarily preſuppoſe it: But then, 
as The Meſſiah was to do ſeveral things, 
he muſt produce ſuch Evidence of his co- 
ming from God, that reaſonable People 
might have ground to believe from the 
Evidence produced, that whatever was to 
be done, if it were not done at one time, 
it would be done at another. 

I think this Method of Reaſoning is ſo 
far from being form'd upon what you 
arc pleas'd tocall © mere Phraſes tacked 
together, and © independent Phraſes,” 
that you cannot name any one thing ca- 
pable of being proved from the Old Te- 
ſtament, which I cannot with equal Ju- 
ſtice call by the Name of Phraſes. If 
direct and full Afertions, full and clear 
Propoſitions, which contain manifeſt 
Truths, are to go under the Name of 
Phraſes, pray how many of theſe muſt 
be allowed, before we can arriye at any 

thing 
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thing elſe but Phraſes ? If one Propoſition 
is but a Phraſe with you, are Two, or Two 
Hundred, or the whole Old 7. eftament 
any thing but Phraſes,” © independent 
Phraſes '? Or is you Letter it ſelf any 
thing elſe but Phraſes tacked together? 
| You conclude, that my © Definition 
« of the Chriſtians Meſſias is liable to 
« farther Difficulty”, It ſeems I ſaid, 
that He is the Perſon by whom God will 
accompliſh what he has ſpoken in the 
Prophets. This you fay is to © put that 
into his Character, which can have no 
« weight with Deiſts; who probably will 
not believe in him as characteris'd li- 
« terally in the Old Teſtament, that is 
« yet to accompliſh the Things ſpoken 
4 therein. Moreover, they will fay 
that the Scheme of making the Meſſiah 
„to have ſeyeral Prophecies yet to ac- 
« compliſh, may probably be employed 
« by you — merely to ſolve Difficulties, 
« when you are not able, by the Arts of 
Interpretation, to make a Prophecy to 
ſquare or agree in all its Parts, to the 
_ Perſons you would have. it referred 


. © 


To this I fay, when &reral Things at 
different Times to happen, are foretold 
concerning a particular Perſon, no more 
can be ſaid to be accompliſhed, than is in 


Fact done; and the reſt muſt be in Fu- 
turity 
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turity till the Time appointed ſhall come. 
When Jeſus was upon Earth, He preached, 
the Kingdom of Heaven to be at Hand; 
but did not preach to the Gentzles : Not- 
withſtanding that the Meſliah was pro- 
pheſied of as a Perſon that was to be a 
Light to the Gentiles. Every one muſt 
judge from the Characters already fulfil- 
led, whether it is reaſonable to believe that 
other Characters will be likewiſe fulfilled. 
The 7ews in our Saviour's Time, ſaw the 
Miracles which Jeſus did; and they heard 
him declare himſelf to be That Perſon 
that was to come into the World, under 
the Character of The Chriſt. They were 
to judge from what was before them, 


whether he anſwer'd the Characters of 


The Chriſt, ſo far as he could in his Time. 
When afterwards the Goſpel was preached 
to the Gentiles, additional Evidence a- 
roſe; and People had a greater Degree of 
Aſſurance that Jeſus was the Chriſt. When 
I add, that I believe 7eſus will judge 
the Quick and Dead, or that the Fews 
will be converted, and i look upon him 
whom they have pierced :--- This is not as 
you call it, © merely to ſolve Difficulties”, 
becauſe IT am “ not able to make a Prophecy 


< ſquare or agree in all its Parts to the 


« Perſon I would refer it to” : but it ſtands 
thus: -- Jeſus profeſſed himſelf to be 
the Chriſt: He appeared in his Life and 

| Actions 
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Actions to be one approved of God by the 
Signs and Wonders be did; He hasdecla- 
red that all Judgment is committed to him; 
God has confirm d all whatever Jeſus has 
ſaid hitherto; Therefore I believe he will 
confirm the reſt: And if there be any Pro- 
phecy, or Part of one, not yet fulfilled, I 
therefore conceive that God will accompliſh 
it by him, becauſe he has already accom- 
pliſhed much that Je ſus ſaid; and I can- 
not perſuade my ſelf that God would have 
countenanced an Impoſtor ſo far, if he 

would not accompliſh what ſtill remains. 
Before I conclude, I'll add one thing 
| which may be of ſome uſe to remark. The 
Religion of Nature, and that of Jeſus, is 
exactly the ſame ; the fame Duties to be per- 
form'd in botli, except that in Chriſtianity 
we have a particular Inſtitution of what are 
uſually called the Two Sacraments,and we 
are to pray to God iu the Name of Chriſt. 
Virtue is the ſame in both Caſes, of equal Ex- 
tent, always to be proſecuted ſteadily and 
uniformly ; and Vice of all kinds is always 
to be avoided. You will ask then, what is 
the Difference betwixt the Law of Nature 
and Chri/tzanity ? T anſwer, Every Man, as 
Man, is ſubject to the Law of Nature, and 
accountable for Offences againſtit. But then, 
as God has diſcoyered by the Prophets of 
the ZFews, that He did deſign to ſend a par- 


ticular Perſon into the World, to whom he 
SIE, would 
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would give Dominion, and through whom 
he would reward all truly virtuous Per. 


ſons; Chriſtians believe Feſis to be that 


Perſon : and by Means of the New Teſta- 
ment Revelation, they believe that this 
Je ſus will Judge Mankind, will reward 
every Man according to his Works, will 


reign till he has ſubdued all ie un- 


der his Feet, and till all Dominions or Ru- 
lers ſhall ſerve and obey God, Sc. I do 
but juſt mention theſe Things, (whichwill 
require a more particular Diſcuſſion, and 
which perhaps I may ſome time or other 
lay before the World) that you may judge 
of Chriſtianity from what the Scriptures 
have declared to be ſuch, and not from 
any received Syſtems ; T hat you may ſee 
that Chriſtzanity is perfectly rational and 
conſiſtent throughout; That Morality is 


the ſame uni verſally; That no Vice is pa- 


troniz d by Chriſtianity ; and That what- 
ever Notions prevail that encourage S/ave- 
H, or that are not ſtrictly agreeable to Vir- 
tue, Learning, Truth, Liberty, Peace, and 
Humanity, are not Chriſtian N otions, but 
the Miſtakes of Chriſtians. 

I hope, S1R, I have omitted nothing in 


my Anſwer to you of any Moment. If I 


have, upon the leaſt Intimation, you. ſhall 
hear again from, SIR, 


Tour humble Servant, 


June 24. 1727, 
PHILALETHES. 
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H Aving ſaid incidentally, that © it could 
| «© neyer be proved that Joſephus had no 

« Expectation of a Meſſiah that ſhould ariſe 
out of his Nation,” You attempt to diſprove 
this Aſſertion in your Poſtſcript. *Tis ſtrange, 
I think, that you ſhould urge me with the Au- 
thority of Biſhop Chandler, whoſe Authority, if 
you will admit in other Matters, then I'll pro- 

miſe you to admit it in the preſent, But I aſ- 
ſure you, Sir, that tho' I have a great Regard 
for that Learned Prelate's Authority in proper 
Points; yet in an Affair of this kind, I neither 
quote any one to you, whom I deſire you to re- 
ceive merely on that account ; nor will I ſubmit 
to any one whom you ſhall quote againſt me. 
The Paſſage of Joſephus is in Biſhop Chandler's 
Words (if you like them beſt) thus, © That 
© which chiefly excited the Jews ro War was an 
* ambiguous Prophecy, which was found in the 
* Sacred Books,that at thattime ſome one within 
their Country ſhou'd ariſe, that ſhould obtain 
the Empire of the whole World. For this 
© they had receiv'd (by Tradition) that it was 
© ſpoke of one of their own Nation, and many 
© wiſe Men were deceived with the Interpreta- 
© tion. But in truth, Yeſpafian's Empire was 
© defigned in this Prophecy, who was created 
© Emperor in Judea. What now is your Com- 
ment? © Herein, ſay cou, he plainly implies 
that the Prophecy, on which ſome Jews ground- 
ed their Notion of a Meſſias -was miſtaken by 
© them, and related not to ſuch a Perſon.” 1. e. 
It did not relate to ſuch a Perſon, as they con- 
ceiv'd the Meſſias. Well what then? „It re- 
© lated to eſpaſian, who did not ariſe out of 
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* their Nation, but was created E:peroy in Judaa. 
Do you not ſee, Sir, that the Oracle is declared 
by Foſs hus to be ambiguous ? herein conſiſts ita 
Ambiguity? Certainly in thoie Words, ariſe out 
of their Nation: which either relate to a Jew 
born 3 or may mean, as Joſephus thought, 
One that is not a Jew born, but that rale his 
beginning in their Nation, as Tea did ho 
was created Emperor in Judea. Now it Je- 
phus interpreted the ambiguous Oracle in chis 
latter Senſe, then it follows plainly, 

Firſt, That Joſephus had an ExpeRation of a 
Meſſiah that ſhou'd ariſe in his Senſe out of his 
Nation, as well as the other Jews. | 

Secondly, That ſuppoſing he did relinquiſh 
the National Notion of a Meſſzas, yet my Aſſer- 
tion 1s very true, that it can't hence be proved, 
that Joſephus had no Expeftation of a Meſſiah, 
that ſhou'd ariſe out of his Nation. For it 1s 
very conſiſtent to relinquiſh the National Notion, 
and yet to have ſome Expectation of a Meſſiah, 


as Joſephus plainly had, who thought Veſpaſian 


to be the Man. Joſeohus, as well as the other 
Jews, expected a Moſſiab; but Joſephus inter- 
preted theſe Words, a Tis Ade, from that. 
Country, not as the Other Jews did: They un- 
derſtanding them, as if the Meſſias were to be 
born in, Joſephs underſtanding them as if it 
were ſufirient co cnter upon his Office, or Empire, 
in 10 Country. 


FINTS 


